Jan-04-08 03:56pin Proni-RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP 



714-546-9035 



T-780 P. 05/13 F-582 



REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Informal Telephone Interview 

An informal lelepbone interview beiween Examiner Daryl Pope and ttie applicant's 
representative, Anthony S, King, took place on December 6. 2005, Please see Interview 
Summary submitted together with this Response, 

3S USCl02fb) 

Claims I, and 3-7 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 102(6) as being anticipated by Reeley 
(U.S. Patent No. 6166627). The applicant respectfully disagrees for the reasons discussed below. 

''A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is foun4 
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior an reference," Verdegaal Bros, v. 
Union Oil Co. of California, 814 f. 2d 628, 631 (MPEP § 2131). As can be gleaned from the 
cited case law, the requirement is that each element must be either expressly or inherently 
described. In examinmg the portion of the cited reference that the examiner has referred the 
^plicant to col. 10, lines 22-25 and col. 7, Unes 2-16. There is, however, no description of a 
second trigger that transmits the location to a recipient at a distant location that conmiunicate 
with a ground dispatch station. 

It spears that the Examiner is taking the position that in Reeley, the above limitation is 
provided where the Reeley alarm system goes off and its siren can be heard by a third party, who 
will in turn recognize the location of the vehicle by detecting the source of the siren sound. This 
third party can then call someone else regarding the sire sound (col. 10, lines 22-25). 

The applicant respectfiilly disagree with such interpretation. Reeley does not disclose "a 
second trigger that transmits the location to a recipient at a distant location that communicate 
with a ground dispatch station." Siren sound of the Reeley alarm does not trajismit any location 
inforaiation to a recipient. The recipient in Reeley is required to figure out for himself the source 
of the siren sound. In other words, the siren sound (a signal) iransnutted by the Reeley device 
does not contain information relating to the location of the vehicle. 
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To further prosecution , the applicant hereby amends claim I to require a sig^ 
ffontainine locaiion information. Reelev does not disclose a s econd trigger that transmits a signal 
rnnTftinine location information and the Reeley reference does not anticipate such limitation. 

Based on the Jailure of Reeley to disclose all of the elenaents of the claim I, the applicant 
submits that all claims are in condition for allowance. 

3S use I03(a^ 

Claim 2 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious by Reeley. The 
^piicant respectfiilly disagrees. 

As discussed above, Reeley does nor disclose every limitations in claim I as orginally 
presented. Claim I as currently amended should also overconae the Reeley reference, 

Based on the failure of Reeley to disclose every elements of claim I which claim 2 
dep«Mjs on, the applicant submits that all claims are in condition for allowance. 

Request For Allowance 

Claims 1-7 are pending in this appUcation. The applicant requests allowance of all 
pending claims. 
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